Mr.   Bondra confirmed  that  at  the  time he conducted his  investigation
none of the people he interviewed were under oath,   they were not  given
an opportunity to  sign any statements,   no  transcript was prepared,   and
the persons  interviewed did not  review their purported statements.     He
also confirmed that his  accident  report was  compiled  from notes made
by him and others,   that   the purported statements made by individuals
interviewed are not verbatim   (Tr.   171-173).

Mr.   Bondra stated that  a piece of equipment  can be a blasting shelter,
and he confirmed that  a drill  rig was near the blaster.     He also stated
that the rig would be a sufficient  shelter  if the blaster were under
it or very close to it(Tr.   182).     He believed  that   the blaster should be in
a safe position in a sheltered area so he  can jump back where no flying
material will strike him  (Tr.   182).     He indicated  that his  investigation
did not determine where  the  trucks were located,   and as  far as he  is
concerned  the only safe area within the 500 blast  area was  under the drill
rig (Tr.  185).

Mr.   Bondra confirmed  that  there would be no violation if  the blasting
crew were under the  trucks,   and while he also  confirmed that he heard
Mr.  Lucas  testify  that his  crew took cover by or under the  trucks,  he
stated that he was not  aware where  the crew was   (Tr.   188),

In further response  to  questions  from the bench,  Mr.   Bondra stated
as follows   (Tr.   193-196):

Q. You were influenced by the fact that you had some
testimony by the blaster himself that the debris went
sailing over his head, right?

THE WITNESS:     Yes.

Q.  You came to the conclusion that these guys were

in the blasting area and were not safe and were exposed

to a hazard, right?

THE WITNESS:  In a sense, yes.

Q. Well, I mean that is a fact, is it not?

THE WITNESS:  Yes.

Q.  Had the fact shown that no debris went as far as
the scale house and no debris went as far as the blaster,
then those two people would not have been in the blast .
area, would they have, in your opinion? You would
not have concluded that in your report?

THE WITNESS: According to the definition of blasting
area, no.
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